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ABSTRACT . ' ^ 

This report documents the second delivery of ^ 
**Teaching the Young ^Handicapped Child: An Overview, an i-n service 
course on mainstre^ming for teachers of children from .thre^ to eight 
years of ^ge^ vhich was developed by the Appalachian B^cation ^ 
Satellite Program (AESP) and Project POSH (Parents On^er standing 
Student Handicaps) ^n response to the passage of the Education fot^ 
Air Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142). Designed primarily, to reach 
teachers in thef rural areas of Appalachia, the course consisted of ^ 
five baplc components: Jtideotaped? programs, live interactive 
seminar^, in-class activities, practicum, and printed ancillary / 
materials^ Some of the activities and iaterlals vere modified o^ tke - 
basis of evaluation data from the first delivery of th^ie course xn the 
fall of 1977. The 270 par.ticipants in this revised coorsS" were 
located' dn 34 .sites throaghout the Appalachian region. (BAO) 
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The Technical Report Series of the'AppalachUn Education Sateinte 
Program Is edited and published by the RCC Evaluation Component -at the 
University of Kentucky, Lexington, Kentucky. 

The purpose of this series is to'docunient and disseminate irr'fonnatlon 
about the design. Implementation and results of the AESP experiment/ 
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CHAPTEfl I 
Introduction 

With the passagj of the Education for all Handicapped Chlldren^Act 
• of 1975 (P.L. 94-142). an in-service tMcher training program w«s needed 
to meet the goals of ma instreaming handicapped children. Heetino these 
training need* for AppaVachian teachers is difficult with the^rural 
nature and thb economic conditions of many of these school systems. Due 
to these restrictions, as well as Congress' timeline for implementation, 
the Appalachian Education Sa-tell i te Program (ifsP) joined Project PUSH 
(Parents Understanding Student H^dicaps) of Keyser. West Virginia, In 
developing a course in 'Teaching the Ycung Handicapped Child: An Overview. 
The first delivery of "Teaching the Young Handicapped Child: An Overview- 
was broadcast during the Fall semester of 1977 (see AESP Technical 
Report #19). 

The purpose of this. report is to document the .seccmd delivery 
of the "Teaching the Young -Handicapped Chijd: An Overview". Thi5 
course was delivered to 270 participants located throughout 34 sites in 
Appalachia during the Spring of 1978. This introductory section 
consists of a brief <lesci:iption the AESP and Project PUSH-. This 
section also included an -overview of the course as well as a description 
of the course format, content, ^and objectives. The foil owi^actlons 
consist Tf the methodology, results of\>e evaluation and the suonary of 
the course delivery. .' 
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• ^ t^MCturt a n<J^ Hillary • ' 

Tr>e ACSP u funded prunarily by thp f<jition.il Inyitutc of fducdtlon 
(Nit) un^ler the auspJc.-. of ihv Appdiachidn Regional Conwisslon (AftC). 
. The function of AE5>P to d.^-.iqn and cievrlop educ-ition«1 courses and 
work'ihops for the cUw-ens of Appjlachia. The AtSP network is capable 
of deUverlng programs to 45 AppaKuhian sues vi.i NASA's ATS-6 satellite. 
^ local representatives at each site serve as site nonUors for course- 
iveries. Although the site monitors are not content expert', they 
are traine<hto function as learning facilitators in the classroom. 

Project PUSH IS funded by the Handicapped Childrens' Early 
Eduction (HCEE) and the Porsonnol Propration Division of the Pureau • 
. of Education for thp Handicapped. (BEH) and has been Involved .tn outreach 
programs providing Cethm al d-.sistance to regional programs and training 
teachers and admlnistrat i v€> personnel in techniqlies for working with 
young handicapped childr.;-!. Trie delivery of the course "Teaching the 
Young Handicapped Child: An Overview" was funded by the Media Services 
and Captioned Tilfn Division of BEH. 

Course Overview 

The. course is ^rtended to^ be practically oriented by demonstrating 
Xe*ching technique^ adaptable to the classrooTi. This survey course was 
also designed to instruct teachers of children 3-8 years of age on . 
methods and techniques for worir irg with handicapped children- in the 
regular classroom. AESP deHvered the course "Teaching the Youo^andicapped 
Child: An Overview (TYHC) through t'Fie use of videotapes, live interactive 
seninars and related activities. 

Course Format 

This course consisted" of five basfc components: videotaj^d programs, 
live interactfve seminars, in-class activities, practicum, and printed 

0 . - - 
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4nctn*ry mdlprulv, Ihr v i .Jim>{.»p<:<J portton^ ».onMMe<J of two typrt of 
prografTwmy; f t Itp-vidoo mu unit^ and prcparj^ media units. The fllm-vldeo 

units were rvprcuIW produced for thvs CW.r by AESP/PUSH In cooperation 
with WWVU-TV of Ke'.t V>rqtni.i Unlvi-rMty. and consisted of original on-iitt 
f t Imingr-^of classroorn drtnon-. ir.i: >onv throughout the Appalachian area. The 
prppared-inedla unUi consisted of commercially available media materials 
followed by a dlscu'.<.»(>n' of th,- ir.portant issues by content experts. The ' 
interactive scm^i^r-. con'.is:.->j of panel discussions and film clips as 
well a question jnd ir^'.wtrr pt-rjod for the students. 

During the intorac 1 1 vc scnmars. t*ie course instructor chaired the * 
panel discussions and used the discussions as an Introduction to the filci 
clips. Panel members had been selected for their expertise upon the issues 
covered in previous units and included practicing teachers, administrators, 
and other content exports. 

The seminar fomit -^a> rovi<.ed to include a short break during the 
seminar to stimulate quosticns and discussion on-site- Student* were 
strongly encouraged to send in questions every week for the up/oming 
setninar rather than waitinj until the evening, of the seminar wferv contro- • 
• vers-iafl issues of two we^*Ki befcr^ mignt have been forgotten, ihort ' 
film clips ami rive gthone lifies.to selected sites were used to stimulate 
questions and students' ^en'<;e of participation in the seminars. 

Based -on evaluation ^atj fron: the Fall 1977 delivery^ in-class -f 
ac-tivities, the pract>cu^ as'vignnent and the printed anciHary materialr^ 
were revised. The in-class a; twTties were modified to focus more upon v 
small group discussions wu»-. questions for discussions geared to the v. 
videotapes and reading'.. The qroup discussions were designed to he!p 
participants review and synthesize content presented in the videotapes -T 
and readings. The site inomtor received a discussion guide swnnarizing / 
the objectives of the discussion and relevant, content-related issues. 
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This. guide' is designed to allow th& s^'te monitor t» act as an. effective . 
stimulator of small group discussions. A written .practicum was turned 
in to the content spec^ist for review and grading, while weekly ancillary 
V activities. became optional. Study guide and answer sheets were prepared 
for student use. ByVeducttig the number of in-class readings and written 
exercises and. focusj^ng on group discussion, .the length of time required 
to complete on-site activities was reduced. 

Course Content and Objectives v • 

bourse development and content was based on the results of 'the AESP 
needs assessment, the PUSH educational model, legi si ative^requirements . 
of P.L- 94-142 and reviews by content experts. BehavioraKobjectives s 
wej-e constructed and a content outline-was developed. ^■ 

" The course objectives of the program were that the student would be- 
able to: ^ . - . 

1) Devise, an Individual Educational Plan (>IEP) which wfll meet the ^ » 

needs^^of children in the participant's classroom who have been 
identified as handicapped. ' I ' 

. 2). Li5t.3nd explain the procedural safeguards guaranteed to parents 
^nd children under "The Education for All tiandicapped Children 

Act, P.L. 94-142,'^ ' ■ ^ ■ . 

<■ * * 

3) State several reasons for involving parents in their handicapped- 
Child's program. . , - ^ . j.. . . ^ 

' .v4) Construct a formalized plan to involve parents of handicappe'd chi}dren|» , 
^>-^^ ^ who are enrolled in regular classrooms or a home-based progi^am \ ^^^^ 
selecting one^ or more of the six*te?n"parent involvement modeTs ^ ^ ^ ;^'^^^fi^ 
presented. " • 

5) Implement general procedures designed to reduce the' probability 

of beliavior problems occurring including techniques of physically ^ ^ 

structuring the classroom, specifying appropriate behaviar^ positively 
consequencing appropriate behavior, and assuring that positive * 
consequer.ces are not provided for inappropriate sOciarfiehavior. ' 



6) Enumerate the basic steps involved in establishing a special program' 
' designetl to enhance the social skills development of young children. 

7) Select the. most appropriate method for individualizing a given child|s 
; program provided a sample schedule, description of the class schematic 

AT of the classroom, and characteristfcs of children in the class- 
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8) Determine the best grouping patterns for children in^a hypothetical 
tlass, given the subject area to- be taught, a san^)le 'schedule, a 
schematic of the class, and characteristics of children in the class. 
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9> Select the best possible physical mananement of a given child in a <• 
given classroom, given the child 'r, specific handicaps and a description 
of the child. 

» 

10) Write an instructional (behavioral) objective which contains an 
audieftcle, behavior, condition, and degree. 

llO'Wite ar analyze a task analysis by: (a) v/riting a terminal performance 
objective; (b) writing the related enabling objectives; (c) ordering the 
enabjing objectives according to hierarchy; (c) evaluate the relevance ' 
of^the enabling objectives in achieving the terminal performance objectives 

- ' * • 

12) Select an appropriate te^:hnique to use in teaching a cHild, given the 
child's specific handicap and an objective for that child; 



13) Design an error free learning activity to develop a^specific ski.ll \x\ 
a ^oung handicapped child. \ 

14) Identify normal speech and language behavior, and for given situations 
in either one or both categories write a, referral statement for the 
atypical case based on actual observation of the child. 

15) - Devise at least one activity to implement each of -the nine steps of 

a- speech and language stimulation program. 



These general objectives surround each one of fourteen units of study, 

Eaeh unit is described below: ' 

Unit 1: Orientation and Organization Seminar 

Registration and testing aCt'ivities are led by local site 
coordinators. The format of 'the ccJurse and a brief history 
of AESP and Project PUSH are shown. 

Unit 2: Early Childhood Special Education Overvjew - ' ^ 

An overview of the major issues of educating special children • 
at the early childhood level as well as a description of P.L. 94-142 
are presented. 

Unit 3: Informal Observation and- Assessment 

c Practical considerations of education within the classroom are 
related to, theori^ regarding developmental milestones, application 
.of techniques for reservation and procedures for assessment. 



Unitj4:' Live Seminar - The implications of P.L. 94-142 and young chi-ldren, 
/ V The need for "child fihd" efforts and early identification of 
'handicapped children are discussed. 
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.Unit 5: Parent Involvement' 
' ./ This unit focuses on the common iieeds o-f parents, and, in detail, 

describes- why involving parents in the child's program is . important. 



Unit e:- Developing SoGial^'Sk^iVs 

' The''developinent -pf 'i|ci#l • skills and techniq . 
positive social in the special ^hild *at home and in the 

, '■ classroom are diacusaed .ifi this unit. ■ " * 



Unit 7-: Live Seminar * ' ;i. V 4«* 
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A variety of approaches. |(\o,^-"^^parent in^^dlvement and techniques to 
develop the sociaT skWs^^oiF .,ch11dr,en are addressed. 



Unit 8: tlassroorn IntegrattioB, - ^ra^rist•^^am^ng ' . 

, - . Apprdpi-iate-ftlacement 'of th^ li^ndicapped chll-d in the classroom, 

arid teci)niques of gr^upi{og\i|orr *n5 

the instructional pj(jgram^|p^l?^presented. , . 

Unit 9: Planning for nidi vi dual i zed. Education " . ' 

This unit focuses on competerig^ tJjat enab-le the teacher to 
• ^ . individualize an'd sequence \the c^-f>d!s program through writing 

.instructional objectives and'ta'sk'v analyzing Ach objective. 
• ■' • ■ , " • . : .'i'-^. ■■• 

Unit 1(1:. 'Techniques .for Meeting SpecjfVN^ads - 

. I Thi5 .uni t illustrates 'how teac^r's^ can 'develop and utilize 

specific teaching techniques -desy^gned foV* the special children 
. their class. Rerceptual a ncJ^C^feuity. learning problems are 
discussed and errj^r free learning.'H^^ are demonstrated. . ■ 

ifclnit 11: Live Seminar I 'wx^r--' ; - 

The. integratipn of units 8, 9, and 10, -doling with strategies and 
techniques to .use in the classroom iTs addressed. - 

Unit 12: Language and Speec+i Development ■ s - 

Developmental milestone^ of speech and language, sequences \Df ■ 

speech-sound development, and word and sentence development are 
introduced in. this unit. 

Unit 13r Language and Speech Actvities 

Language stimuUtion activities including the presentation of 
concepts, vocabulary development and discrimination activities 
that can be utilized with the entire class are presented. 

Unit 14: Live Seminar . " 

Topics of this unit. include the role of the speech therapist aTTd 
the importance of early identification asa'panel integrates the 
mat&rial in units 12 arfa 13. An overal 1 summary and evaluation . 
of the entipe course also occurs. ■ ' ■ 
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Participants ■ . - 

TWo hundred- and seventy persons a^ 34 sites enrolled in the 
course^ .Background information is available for 215 persons (80St); 
complete evaluation -data, including pre- and posttest scores, are 
available for 158 persons (58 ). Table 7 presents the number of participants 
6y site and Tab>e 2 depicts background characteristics, ' - . 

• The majority of participants were female {79%) and worked in a rural 
community. The^ majority had also completed their B.A. degree, had 2-4 
years work experience,, and no courses in special education. While 59 per- 
cent of the participants work with children in the third grade or below, ^ 
the dther 41 perc|rt work with older children, including, 23 percent who 
work with secondary students. Special educators made up 19- percent of 
the audience. The diversity -of the . audience reflects, "once again, the 

t 

need* for information and interest fn this topic. 
E valuation Desiqti / ' , • • 

> ; Nine different insiruments^were used to evaluate different aspects 
.of the course. These /er^C^^gni Uve Pre- and Pasttests; Attitude 
Qu'es^Qnnaire; Bad^^und- Questionnaire: Fi-lm-Video Mix Ancillary; 
Prepared-Media Anci 1 1 ary; 'Seminar Evaluation; Summary Evaluation^; Equip- 
ment Report; and Summative Report Form. The evaluation data was designed 

investigate the efficacy of the course revisions that were made 
.. ' - - • • . ■ ■ . • 

based 'on data from the Fall delivery;.,. SpecificiaVly,^ t.he evaluation plan 

was designed to address, t.he fallowing issues: '\ ' '"' ' . ■ . 
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DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS BY SITE 
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0»ta Available 



"Greenvi-l le, SC 
Spartar^burg, SC 
Spartanburg Cable 


■ 24* 
■ 16 
5 




4 


SqDoba , MS 
Tupelo, MS 


4 

16 . ■ , 




4 

15 


Huntsvfll^,. AL . ' 
Rainsv.i He, AL 


^2 

4- . ' 




2 

3 


•Gadsden, AL 


2 




0 


Cookeville, TM '■ 
Chattanaoga 


10 
5 




' \ 10 
X 4 


Norton, VA 
Stick'leyville, VA 
Dublin, VA-"- 


23 

3 " 
5 




22 

. -a 

6 


'glf;n6er]dnd, MD \ • 

McHepry, MD 

Romney.^ >/V 
' Petersburg, WV 

Hagerstoivn, .MD 


- 11 
7 

5 
3 

■ P '■ 


• • 


n 

4 

5 

9 


■ 3otKany , WV . ' 
. I'JheeHng/ ;;v 
Pittsburgh, PA ■ - 


" ^10' 
12 . 




6 
4 
8 


Fredo'nia , NY ' . ' 
Olean, ^JY-: 
Snethport PA 
AKred. NY 
-JaTO stow;n', rjY 


5 
12 
9 . 

-J 

• 15 


■*►- ' 

r ' ■ 

■ \ 

, 


3 

11 ' 
9 

J 


Sylva, "IC ' ' 
Morgan ton , r^C ^ 
Marion, flC ' , . . 

ilorehead, KY ^ 
Hazard^, KY • 

Some-^set, 

• 


>^ :5 
12 
3 

1. •■ 
4 




5 

• 9» 
12 

/i- 


Mt. Grab, OH - ' ' 


5 







0 
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' / TABLE. 2 

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS ^ 



Charactecrstic 



Frequency 



Percentage 



1. Sex: 



'Male • ; 

Female 

2. Description of coirmunity teaching in: 

Rural ' ^ 

Urban '* • 

Suburban ' 

3. Position during. 1977-78 academic year* 

. Head Start teacher ^ 
. Other preschool teacher 

Kindergarten teacher 

Elementary teacher^ 

^Secondary teacher 

Special education 
' Resource room teacher 

School^ administrator ' , , ' 

Studfent 

College professor 

Other . ^ 

4. ' ^ Grade, level pJarttG-ipant' works wi.th: 




) 



Pre-scho^ol 
Ki ndergarten^ 
1-3 

4-6 ^ 
SecorKJary 



5/ Work experience ir\ teaching^. 

/ -■ ■ 

^ year or las^ ^ 

2-4 years . ; , ' 

5-8'-years_^ 

9-15' years • 

16 =or more' years 

,6..v Last degree* completed: 

High school degree 

B.A. 

M.A. ■ 

Specialist 



47 
172 



145 
23 
47 



n 

8 
12 
68 
30 
48 
10 
10 
13 

3 
47 



38 
14 
69' 
37 
47 



46 
69 
49 
31 
16 



37 
128 
49 
1 



79% 



67% 
11% 
22% 



4% 
3% 
5% 
27% 
T2% 
19-;; 

: 4"/* 

5% 
1% 
19% 



19% 
■ 7% 

18% 
23% 



?2% 
33-; 
23 :^ 
T6% 



T7.% 

60% 

O 5^ 
d J/3 

1% 
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TABLE 2.— CONTINUED 



Characteristic 



Number of cotrrses completed in IspeciaJ 
.education: ' ' / . i 

none * ■''^ / . ' ■ 

1 

•2 / 

3 . . ' - , 

4 or more 

Registered for this, course for: 

Undergraduate credit 
Graduate credit 
Audit 

Do you currently" have a child main- 
streame'd in your classroom? 5 

Yes \ . . . . ■ 
no 

An not currently teaching 

Am not a regular classroom teacher 

How did you hear, about this course: 

Fr'jr;,a friend 

Notice or flyer at school 

Radio or ' 

Ottier 



Frequency- / Percentage 



137 
25 
11 
6 
40 



41 
150. 
24 



66 
71 
28 
51 



63 
115 

1 . 
■ 16 

' 2r 



63% 
11% 
5% 
3% 
18% 



19% 

70%- 
11^ 



31% 
33% 
13% 
24% 



29% 
53% 
1% 

70/ 
/ /o 

I 1 /o 



Multiple Response 



. n J . 



/ 

1. Did the course participants'demonstrate gains In performance ' 
^ - on tests keyed to the-^course objectives? 

2. .Did the: attitudes of the participants toward handicapped children 

aRd mainstreaming' in particular become .more positive upon 
completion of the course? v ' - - * 

3. How did participants react to the content and format of each 
session? What were the strengths and weaknesses of each session?. 

4. How did participants evaluate the components of the course and 
thfe course as a whole? ^ 

5. How did specific components ^of the course compare to analogous" ^ 
activities in a tradiyonal course? 

'6. Did the technical aspects of the system function adequately in V 
delivering the course? 
7. Did the implementation of the course proceed as planned? 

The answers to these questions are presented in the results section 
of this report. * ^ - 

Procedures and Instrumentation 

f * 

A variety of instruments were used to answer the evaluation questions 
Copies of all instruments except ^the -cognitive tests are in the Appendix. 
Descriptions of each instrument and its purpose are presented below. 

Achievement Tests . Participants were reqili^red to complete a pretest, 
midterm, and final examination. Items were in a multiple choice format 
and keyed to the course objectives. 

The pretest consisted of two 40-item parallel forms administered 
during the first class session. Based' on content covered during the 
^^rst six sessions of the course, a 23-1tem midterm exam was administered. 
A f inaf"examination which covered the last six sessions of the course 



i2 

was admiTiistered during the final session. This exam consisted of 57 
items keyed to unit objeotives. Posttest scores were computed for 
the students basea on their midterm and final exSm scores. 

Attitude Questionnaire . Participants completed the attitude 
portronof the Combined Background and Attitude Questionnaire during the' 
first and last class sessions. It consisted of 29 affective items. 
Participants responded to the items on a 5 point scale with 1 indicating 
strongly agree and 5 Indicating strongly disagree. The.'items were 
designed'to measure participants' attitudes toward methods of teaching 
handicapped children. Factor analysis of the Fall 1977 resuLts indicated 
a unifactor structure that accounted for 68.4 percent oT the variance' 
(see.AESP Technical ,Report-'#19) . 

Background Questionnaire . During the first session- of the course a 
10-item background questionnaire was administered with the attitude' 
questionnaire. The background questionnaire was designed to determine 
the demographic characteristics of course participants- 

Sessfon Evaluations . Three' different instruments were used to 
measLire participant reactions to individual sessions. These were film- 
video mix ancillary; prepared media ahcillary and seminar evaluations. 
All sites were categorized into three classes of 'sites as in the first 
delivery. This- was done so that each site rotated completing an evaluation 
instrument every third sisssion. The only exceptton was with the seminar 
deliveries when data was collected 7rom all the sites. This' strategy 
was used in order to make the seminars ^more responsive to the individual 
sites. . 

- The fol lowing- section presents a description of the three session 
aval uatiofv- forms : 



T|ie Film-Video Mix Ancillary Evaluation Instrument was designed to ■ 
measure participants' reactions to the video programs wh"ich' involve^ 
original frimihg completed on location in Appalachia and the ancillary 
activities assofiated with the session. -It consisted of 27 items covering 
such topics as pace of program^, relevancy to objectives, clarity of V ' 
instructions and adequacy of time allowed for specified activities.' 

The Prepared Media-Ancillary Ev^Tluation Instrument was administered 
following video programs which used commerciaj ly available films and the 
in-class activities associated with them: This instrument consisted of 
24 items designed to measure participants' reactions to effectiveness of «, 
•the panel discussions, film clips and the associated ancillary materia'l^. . 

The Seminar Evaluation Instrument was designed to mea^l^re participants' 
reactions to the Uve, interactive seminars. This instrument consisted 
of 10 items <Jeal ing with participant reaction to seminar format and 
cont'efit. • -\ 

Data received from these three instruments provided detailed information 
on each unit revision purposes. 

Summary Evaluation Instrument . At the' conclusion of the course all 
participants completed the Summary Evaluation Instrument. Assessment of 
participants' ■ reaction to the course was determin/d through 33 items . 
designed to measure overall course effectivene^% as well as comparability 
with traditional course offerings. f * * 

Equipment Report* and Student Satisfaction Form . This form was 
completed by the site monitor at the conclusion af each class session. 4 ^ 
It is designed to document the technical functioning of the equipment, 
procedure problems, and the. site monitors' perception of student reaction 
^0 the course components. ' . 
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Summative teport Form . At the conclusion of the course, site 
• . monUors vfe-e as^ced to rate the overall quaTity of each course component. 
They used a five-point Likert scale (1 = excellent to 5 = poor) to rate 
the film-video mix, the prepared media, the^nteractive seminars and the 
ancillary materials. - ' \. ■ • , . 
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CHAPTER in "-~ 
Results 

The results of the course delivery ^ presented as answers to the 
questions which were previously posed in the methodology section. 
Did the Cours^ Participants penronstrate Gains "iq Performance on Tests 
Keyed to the Course Objectives ? 

Did the A ttitudes of the Participants Toward Handicaoped Child^ and - 
Mainstreaminq :in Particular ^ome More Positive Upon Completion of the 
Course? 

Data from pre- and posttests was analyzed to determine the amount 
participants had learned and thi amount of attitude change experienced as 
a result of the'iceurse. A 2 x 25 multivariate analysis of variance design 
for administration (2) and for sites (25) was used. Both attitude and 
cognitive achievement were included as dependent measures in the analysis 
which made a multivariate an^sis of variance (MANOVA) design appropriate 
I Multi variate, results revealed a significant difference for sites 
(multivariate F = 2.32, p <. 009), for administrations (multivariate 
F = 445.43, p < .001) and for the interaction of sites by a.dministrations 
(multivariate F = 2.15, p <.001) ^ depicted in Table 3. The univariate 
results jndicate a significant change for both cognitive and attitadinal 
measures (see Table 4). The mean scores on the cognitive test increased 
from 45.16 to 70.85 from pre- to posttesting indicating an increase in 
knowledge of working with handicapped children and mainstreaming. The 
mean scores on the attitudinal -tests increased from 3.16 to 3.02 from 
pre- to posttesting indicating a positive change 1n attitudes toward 
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MANOVA FOR PRE- MID POST-ACMlEV£fl£fJT AMD ATTITUDE f'^ASLfRES 



, Source 



Between Subjects 
Sites 

Within Subjects ' 
Adminiktration 
^Sites Dy^^nini strati on 



d.f. 



48,264 

2J32 
48»26^ 



Multivariate F 



2.33 

445.43 
2.15 



.00? 
. 001 



TABkE 4 

UNIVARIATE ANALYSIS FOR ACHIEVEMENT 
ATTITUDE PRE AND POST M^SURES 




Source 



Sites 



Attitude 

Achievenent 
Adninistration 

Attitude ^ 

Achievement 
Site by Administration 
> Attitude 

Achievenent 



Ifnivariate F 




5.74 

884.08 

] . 76 
2.84 



.001 

.018 

.000 

,036 
,001 



Steo-Down F 



1.94 



2.73 * 



5.74 

848.55 

1.76 
2: 69 



P<. 



.010 

002 

018 



COG 



,037 
,000 
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handicapped children and mainstreamirg^ Table 5 presents the means and 
Standard deviations for the pre- and posttests. 

The significant differences for sites and sites by. administration 
indicate a differential pattern of change among the. sites from pre- 
to postte'sting at trie sites. The dttitudinal change ranged from 1.1 
points to .01 points; the cognitive change ranged from 25 points "to 6 
pointS-^ 

How Did Participants Re^ct to the Content and Forrnat of Each Session ?- 

The Film-Vide^ Mix Evaluation Instrument, the Prepared Media 
Evaluation Instrument, jand the Seminar Evaluation Instrument were used 
to measure participant reactions, to the learning activities* The participants 
overall ratings of the videotaped programs, seminars , .and atKillary 
activities are summarized below. 

The '^ite monitors' ratings of participant satisfaction wer< 
by the Equipment Report and Student Satisfaction Form. -These ratii 
are presented in Table 6, Ratings were generally between "good" and 
"very good" with the videotaped programs rated higher than the seminars . 
and ancillary-activities. Ratings for all activities showed an increase 
in satisfaction 'from the Fall delivery (Ancillary activities: FaJl 2.52, 
Spring 2.2 3; Videotaped programs: Fall 2.15, Spring 2.10; Seminar: 
Fall 2.59, Spring 2.52). 

Videotaped Progams , Participant reactions to the videotaped programs 
were between "very good" and "goo^. On a rating scale of 1 = excellent 
and 5 = poor, the participants gave an average rating of 2,50. The site 
monitors perceived participant satisfaction as being higher with ^n 
average of 2.10 on the same 5 point scale. (Table 7 presents participant 
ratings.). 
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TABLE 5 



PARTICIPAMTS' SCORES ON ATTITUDE AND ACHIEVEMENT INSTRUMENTS 



Pretest,^ Posttest > 

/ ■ % . , . 

• X S.D.. X S.D. 



Achievement 45.16 ' 11.7.2 70.85 13.21 

Attitude , 3.16 .52 . 3.02 .70 

'■ 
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Session 



1 
2 
3 

5 

6' 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
^4 



Means j?^^^ 



^^cale: 



TABLE 6 

SITE MONITORS' MEAN RATINGS OF PARTICIPANT 
SATISFACTION WITH LEARNING ACTIVITIES, 



Vicieo taped 
."Programs 



Seminars 



1 = Excellent 
j2 = Very good 
^ =Good 
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2i38 



2.26 , 
2.12 . 

2.44 

No Broadcast 

2.17 

1.84 

2.18 

.1.95 . 

1.87 
2.04. 

No 8roadcast= 
2.10 



2.41 



■J .2.88 



•2.44 



'2.50 



2.52 




Anci 11 a ry 
Activities 



2.33 
2.28 

,2.07 

• 2.36 
"2.15 
2.45 

« 

2.30 

* 2.15 
2.00 

2.23 
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•Session 



1 

2 
3 
4 
5 

6 . 
7 

8 • 

9 
10 
11 
^.2 
13 
14 

r f 

Means 



I 



TARLE 7 gi 
PARTICIPANT RATINGS OF OVERALL QUALITY OF SESSIONS 



Scale: 1 

3 
4 
5 



= Excellent 
= Very good 
= Good 
= Fair 
= Poor 



Videotaped 
Program s," 



2.46 
. 2.65 

2.35 

No Broadcast 

2.93 

2.42 

2.55 

2'. 35 ' 

2.30 
2.60' 

No Broadcast 
2.50 



Seminars 



2.55 



2.48 . 



2.85 



2.89 



2.50 



''^ 2.65 



Ancil lary 
Activities 



2.14 
2-41 

2.37 

2.50 
2.42 
2.48 
2.28 

« 

2.15.. 
2. 30 



2.34 
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Participant responses to the videotaped 'programs are similar to the 
Fall rating responses. No difference in reaction to the two different 
media forms used was apparent. On.e aspect of note is^ higher p§rcenta.ge 
of the audience planned to use the information presented in t^ program. 
Participants h^d expressed a desire for greater depth in program content 

and rated those units with a practical t)rientation quite well. Participants 
■'' ' ' ' ' * ' " . . 

expres'sed satisfaction with such aspects as the pace of the programs- 
practicality of the information for classroom use, and adequacy of 
discussion time for theunits. A.Trequent criticism was the need for 
more in depth discussion and greater relevancy to the objectives. The * . 
content^ speci-alists were informed this trend. Adjustment's .were made 
^to provide more supplementary 'artcillary materials far the programs. 
Short film cljp^ were used in session two to stimulate questions anjJ 
this appeared 'to be effective. No broadcast during Session 6 was due to 
a scheduling errpr and participants used Session 14 for completing theJr 
final examinatiorvv therefore ino broadcast was scheduled. ^ 

Serninars . Participants' ratings of the live, interactive seminars 
were between "good" and ""very good". The second seminar .received the- 
highest rating of al 1. five .seminars. \he average rating was 2.65. This 
rating is different from the site' monitors' rat«ings of student satisfac- 
tion.. The sife monitors perceived the . first seminar as. the highest' 
rating and r^pbrted ah' average mean rating of 2.52. ^ 

'The'^parti ci pants " ratings of speci'fic- aspects' of each seminar 

indicated that they were generally satisfied with panel members, the 

moderator, and the pace of the seminar. Due to we'ather conditions'* a 

live seminar was not produced for the first seminar'.- Instead a tape 

of the f^rst fall seminar was shown ani^N ccjptent people were available to r 

answer questions by. ptTOne*. .Jbe ratings, |^T^€his sitminar were similar 

, > ^ . ■ 

to the ratings of the first seminar of the. Fall 1977 delivery. 



The third seminar was rated lowest; data aryl comments indicate that 
technical problems may have contributed to this low rating. A change 
in the\ime of the broadcast resulted in some sites mi ss'ing the f^'rst ' 
portion of this seminar. In addition, technical problems with a phone 
patch at the semipiai| .resulted in ^ery poor reception and difficulty in 
unjjerstanding panelists. • 

For Seminar #4, the participants reported difficulty understanding 
the voices on the phone patch and indicated dissatisfaction with the aiT^ers 
to the questions. This seminar received low ratings also, compared to 
i)ther seminal for the'course. 

In generaT,. students actively participated in^the live, interactive 
seminars. Except for the reception difficulties' encountered using the 
phone patch, each seminar foun^ the panel members, moderator, and pace of 
the seminars quite satisfactory. Once again, as in the Fall delivery, 
dissatisfaction was indicated with the depth of panelists' answers^ to 
questions. Although, revisions werfe made for/*j?ach seminar, ihis remained > 
a frequent criticism throughout the course. . ' • ' 

Another revision used during this delivery was the inclusion of a » . 
sho^t break to stimulate questions and discussion- on-site concerning the 
seminar. This* revision was found to be quite useful and appear^ed tp 
increase' the amount of active participation in the seminars. 

Ancillary Activities . The ancillary materials consisted of preparatory 
readings,, in-class activities, written practicum, and follow-up activities. 
In addition, an on-site library of reference materials was available 
for student uSe. Participants overall ratings of the^ anci^llary aptivities 
are presented .in Table 7. Activities^ for^each session received an 
overall ratins(v»of between "good" and "very good". * - 



ncillary revision for -the Spring delivery consisted of modifica- 
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In the Fall delivery, concern was expressed about the adequacy of 
time allotted to complete the activities. Participants had be6n given 
two hours for completion of in-class ancillary activities during each 
"session. Participants indicated that many more hours^were necessary in. 
order to complete their -work. Participants generally rated sessions 
lower when more time was needed to complete the in-class ancillary 

" • • « * 

activities. From this feedback, course revision of materials occurred 
for use in the Spring delivery. 

tion to focus more upon small group discussions with questions for 

discussjons dealing with the" Videotape and readings.. The students . 

indicated, satisfaction with these cl assrow^discussions and rated the 

ancillary activities highly.' The site monitor received a discu^^sion 

guide which summarized the objectives of the discussion. A written , ' 

practicum was turned in to the content special i^st for review and grading.^ 

while weekly ancillary activities becarrfe optional. The students expressed 

confusion witIi thd practicum- assignmer^'t arid indicated a- need for 

clarrification early in the/^urse. ^ Study guide and answer sheets were 
. . . ■'^ ■ - 

prepared .for student- use. - - - 

• Ancillary mean ratings, for the- Sprin^^l J very were higher than 
those of the FalJ and indicate the Tleeded revisioTis-were well received. 



How Did Participants Evaluate .the- Components, of the Course and>t^e 
Course as a Whole? , ' - ■ * ' *. 

^ Participants were asked* to complete the summary evaluation instrument 
during the la^st class session^ The participants rated course components 
in terms of the degree of information provided by each compohent. The 
mean ratings of each are p|;esented in Table. 8. The ratingts indicate 
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TABLE 8 
RATINGS OF COURSE COMPONENTS 



Cpmponent 



3 

Scalar 1 = Excellent 

2 = Very gooU 

3 = f5ood 
'4 = Fair 

5 = Poor '>C 



Film-video mix 2.40 

Prepared media V 2,45 

Interactive seniinars 3.11 

Reading assignments 2.38 

Study guides 2.36 

Group discussions '2.41 

Practipum activities * 2.75 
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that the videotapes^ the reading assignments^ and study guides Wre most 
* positively received. The interactive seminars and the practicum activities 
received lower ratings^ 

The ratings of each component were higher than comparable ratings 
received in the Fd-11 del i very. Th$ irttprovement -frpm the Fall is greater 
for the practicum and' the ancillary activities (readings, study guides, 
and group discussiqns) which indicates the revisions were successful. 

Other items on the summary evariuation instrument were concerned 
with overall ratings of -specific aspects of the course, such as its 
practicality and usefulness. Responses are summarized in Table 9. 
The course appears successful in presenting interesting ideas which 
could be practically applied in the classroom. The majority of participants 
(605t) planned to use the information contained in t+)e;course in their 
teaching. - Seventy-eiight percent of the participants indicated that the 
course presented manj\ interesting ideas for practical application in ^ , 
the C/lassroom* 

*The difficulty of obtaining thei. information presented by other 
means was indicated by a majority, of respondents. Fifty- three percent 
strongly to moderately agreed that obtaining this information in another 
way would hava.been difficult thus indicating a need for \his type of . 
icourse delivery in their community. Fi fty-six' percent of th6 participani^s 
indicated that they did not feeT the technology employed in the delivery 
made the coarse. a/i impersonal experience- However, 20 percent did f(?el . 
some degree of impersonality due to the technology usecTin this course. 
Most participant comments arid ratings indicate that the site monitor 
provided the necessary personal element. 
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TABLE 9 



A- 



X)VERALL COUl^SE RATINGS BY PARTICIPANTS 



Item 



Frequency 



Percentage 



1 . 



2. 



3. 



I did not feel the techncrlogy used 
course delivery made It impersonal: 

a) strongly agree * 
bj *K>derately agree 

c) neutral 

d) moderately disagree 

e) strongly disagree 

X « 2-50 



in 



45 
86 
57 
35 
12 



It would have been very difficult to get 
the information provided in any other way: 

a) strongly agree 

b) moderately agree- 

c) neutral 

d) modera^tely disagree 

e) strong T Ad i^agree 

X = 2-61 ^ • ' 

The course presente<l many interesting ideas ^ 
for -practical application in the classrooms:'^ 

• ♦ 

« - ' - * 

a) strongly agree * ' 

b) moderately agree 

c) neutral 

d) moderately disagree 

e) strongly disagree 



51 
72 
50 
42 
21 



82 
100 
38 
12 
3 



19% 
37% 
24% 

isr, 

5% 



22% 
31% 
21% 
•18% 
9% 



35% 
43% 
16% 

12% 



X = 1 . 95 

4. TFie study guides were useful to me >n . 
reviewing ttie content and preparing .for 
exams . 



a) "Strongly agree 

b) moderatHy agree 

c) neutral 

d) nwderately disagree 

e) strongly disagree 



•85 

77 
43 
19 
12 



X 

36% 
33% 
18% 
8% 
5% 



X = 2.13 
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TABL"E'9— CONTINUED 





• 

Item 


Frequency 


* Percentage 


5. 


The practicum assignment was beneficial 
in showing ifle how-to apply what I had 
learned in the classroom^ 


• 




« 


a) strongly agree 

b) moderately agree 

c) neutral 

d) moderately disagree 

e) strongly disagree 


51 
108 
54 
16 
4 


22% 
A6X 
23% 
7% 

• 2% 




X = 2.20 . / 






6. 


The group ^discussion?; helped clarify content 
issues and permitted me to, hear other points 
of view. 


f 






a) st/'cngly agree • ^ 

b) ffioderately agree 

c) neutral 

d) moderately disagree 

e) strongly disagree 


63 \ 
101 
38 

14 


;26% 
43% 
16% 
. 9% 
6% 




X = 2.25 


r 




7. 


What effect do you think information 
contained in this course will have on your 
teaching? 


r 






a) has very little or no relevance 

wn'uld lilcp to use but t?robably won't be 
able to ' 

c) would like to use but don' t understand 
enough • . 

d) plan to use 

e) already know or am using 


16 

• 23 
9 

1-36 
44 

• 


7% 

'io% 

4% 
60% 
19% 



1/ 
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How Did t he Cot/rs e .Compare. to.A"Alo^oujL_AjLtW In a Tradit i onal Course? ' 

Components of the cours ^ wer e compared to parallel activities In a 

. traditional course. The mean ratings are shown in Table 10. The participants* 
ratings Indicate that the different aspects are /perceived as being equal 
to or bptter than comparable acti^ties in a traditional course. The 
exertion to these ratings was with the interactive seminar component as 
compared to the traditional in-class discussions. All of these components 
are cg/nparable to the ratings given during the Fall delivery, although j 
the site monitors' ratings were si ightly higher for the Spring delivery. 

• Revision in site monitor training and guidelines may have contributed to 
this effect. 

Did the Technical Aspects of the System Function Adequately in 
Deli vering the Course ? - ^ 

the videotaped programs and the live, interactive seminars were 

' / 

transmitted from the -University of Kentucky television studios via the 
^7\TS-6 satellite system. Questions received during the seminars were 
transmitted from the sites by teletype or telephone. ^ The site monitors 
rated the quality 4)f the audio and video signal by completing an Equipment 
Report and Student Satisfaction Form after each broadcast. This information 
was us^d to determine the reliability of the equipment and the quality ^ 
of the reception. 

The site monitors' ratings ^of reception were summarized across all 
sessions in order to measure the overall quality of the audio and video 
reception. These ratings are presented in Tatle 11. These ratings are 
placed in two Categories (one for video* signal rating and one for audio . 
signal rating). Table 12 indicates that the video signal contained very 
little or no distortion '85 percent of the time. Another category of 
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PARTICIPANT CDMPARIbUIJS OF COUHi.L WITH TRADfTIONAL COURSE 



Component 



Pre-program preparation • 2.35 

Seminars compared .to class discussions 3.12 

Ancillary activities compared to 

traditional in-class activities ^ 1.68 

Videotaped programs compared in 

traditional lectures 2.61 

Lab assignments compared to homework 

assignments 2. 64 

j5it^ monitor-^onpared to '^structor l.'yg 



•Comparisons yere made using- the following scale: - 

1 - Excellent - Received a lot more from the activity than in a 

traditional" course; 

■ " ' ?' ' 

2 - Very good - Received a little more; 

3 » Good - Received about the same; 

4 « Fair • - Received a little less; 

5 » Poor ' - Received & lot less. 



Session 


Date . 


Audio 


Video 


• 

1 


1 724/78 


c • X ^ - *l / 


Jro? X 3, 88 




1/31/78 




•t, 1 1 X #• Zd 


3 


2/07/78 


? 77 ^ 7 P'^ 


^ w A CO 

^. W X 4* 55 


4 


»k 2/14/78^ 


? 77 ^ ? Rfi 


A 71 w ^ 71 
/ 1 X 4« Al 


, 5 


2/21/78 


C • Q J A C « VO 


'♦•^l X H^j7 


6 . 

* 


^/28/78 




no DrcMacast 




- 3/07/78 




A 1 n V A 1 o 


8 


3/14/78 


..-^ ^ ? 94 X ? Q4 






3/21/78 


? 76 X 2 76 


A AT. V 4 4^ 


10 


3/28/78 


• 2.75 X 2.80 


4.50 X 4.50 


n 


4/04/78 


2.86 X 2.95 


4.14 X 4^.32 


12 


4/1C/7S 


2.80 X 2,85 


4.25 X 4.35 


13 ^ 


4/25/78 


2»81 X 2.76 


4.19 X 4.19 


' 14 


5/02/78 


No Jjroadcast 


No broadcast 



■•J."-"", S 1f)nj1 Hat^'ng Scale ' ' * 
Distortion and/cr fio 1 ';n __r_prrf>p* i ^^ i f v 
1." Picture cDPtent i~rcs^fbln tn ascr^ain 

4. -Carely perceptible distortion and/or noise " ' ' - 

5. IrTTperceDtible 



Distortion and/or fiois e Cbjec ti onablo n cs s 0 



3. Deflrif^lv ^innoyirg 
5, \'ot annoying 



2. "Very ^nrcyTnr; 

4. Slightly annoying . 



Readability 



Audfo> Signal Rating Sca le 

Signal Strength^ 

. 33-' 



O 1' ' ^-''^^eadable Q C ♦ * ^- f'^M't' signals or,very weak signals 

ERJCf f*^'^^'''^ ^-'-^ ^i^^^c'^^t> • ■ Fair sf^^als • 

!iiBMi3. Readable with practically nn difficulty, 3. Good signals or very good signals 
nr no HI T * iriil t V . . ./ j ? 



TAHLE 12 



QUALITY OF RCCEPTION SUMMED ACROSS SITES AND SESSIONS 



Frequency Percentage 



Vide o Si'jnal Ratin g 

Perceptibility * ; 

1. Picture not perceptible " 3 25 

2. Very perceptible distortion 9 5$ 

3. Soffl^ ,jj^ tort ion r 15 qX 

4. Ver^-^mt-le distortion 46 2SZ 

5. f;o cMs.tbrtlon 108 60» 

Ob^ectionablffness of Distortion 

1. Extremely annoying * 5 3:: 

"2. Very annoying' - 7 4i 

3. Definitely annoying 1? 7* 

4.. Slightly annoyiog 38 2X1 

5. ftot annoying^ 119 555 

• A udio Signal Rating 
Signal Strength 

1. Faint or very weak signals 9 i5 

2. Fair signals 44 16X 

3. Good or very good signals 223 815 

Readabil ity " ' . , 
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5S » 



1. Unreadable I3 

2. Readable with difficulty 33 13j 

3. Readable with little or no difficulty 204 825 



rating <^lt' with the objectionabUness of video jsignal distortion. The 
object-jflSfiteness of distortion was rated slightly annoying or not at 
jail annoying 87 percent of the. time.. 

The audio signal strength rating was good or veryagood 81 percent 

,of the time. . The audio signal was rated as readable.vrith little" or no 

.difficulty 82 percent of the time. 

Da.ta f rom tj^e Equipment Report Form was-Tilso analyzed by session in- 
order to determine ^when interfefCnee was encountered. Table 12- ' - 
presents site monitors' mean ratings -the audio and-yideq signals by 
session. Session 6 did not receive ratings since no- program was broadcast 
at that time due 'to a scheduling error. Sesiion l'4 was the final cliss 
session and no broadcast was held because ^he final! examination was 
administered on that night. The ratings indicate 'Chat receptiorf from 

ttie ATS-6 satellite was acceptable during the ma jjor portion of the deli/^ry 

. ••\ ; . - ■ ' ' ■■ ■ 

period.- . ■■ ■ - - 

, * * • 
Did the Implementation of the Course Proceed as Planned? 

The, site monitors' reports of the activittes, the Equipment Report 
and S.tudent Satisfaction Form, and*written coram*ents served as a primary, 
data source. Few administrative problems were encountered. The site 
monitor's manual,, the special site monitor instruction guide, and the 
>instruc,tions to the printed ancillary activities answered most questions.' 

Data collected during the Spying delivery wJs communicated to 
project personnel ^*n ordei^ "tb improve/revise the course impleraentafion. • ^ 
The information was coTlectetJ to discover when and why problems may 
have occurred during delvlyery. - . l 

A major problem' occurred in sessions 6 and 7. Sfssion 6 was not 
broadcast due to a scheduling, error and not all sites were- informed 



prior to the rjegular broadcast time* Session 7's seminar was cut to 45 
minates so thaj: the session 6 videotape could 1>e viewed also.. All of 
the sites did rjot knoy/ of the time change and this presented difficulties 
at the sites. - 

In general,- few administrative problems were encountered. Course 
revisions' ha^l been implemented and satisfaction was indicated by 
participants ^and the site monitors.^ The. site monitors had received more 
information in terms of on-site activities and ancillary materials. 



CHAPTER IV 
Smmary 



•Teaching the Young Handicapped Child: An Overview" wA- delivered *■ 
for the second^time in the^Si^ring of 1978. This course delivery was 
viewed by 270 participants at 34 sites in Appalachia. The evaluation 
stud^ revealed that the course did succeed in its cognitive objectives 
of increasing participants knowledge of techniques for working with ^ 
handicapped children. The participants' attitudes toward handicapped 

children and mainst reaming became more positive upon completion of the " 

■ ■■■■ : •■ ;■ • .- ■ - 

cou.rsef;T'-^'^' . - . . -^r ■ ."■ 

Tlie audience for the course was dtverse. The majority of participants 
were classroom teachers of preschool and grade5K-3. The next major 
group was secondary' school teachers followed by special' educators or 
reisource rpom teachers. ^ 

_ Parti^ci pants' reactions were generally positive to the various 
course components. The vi'deotaped portions of the course, reading 
assignments and study guides received the highest -ratings. The interactive 
seminars and the practicum activity received lower ratings. The low 
SOTvinar ratings may be due to reception diffi^ultTes experienced with 
. the seminar phone patch. The practicum activities were rated low in the 
first three sessions due to a lack of unders^jding about the assignment. 
This confusion was remedied by the fourth session. 

*Y different components of the course were found to be comparabl-e' 

to or more favorable than analogous act/Vvi ties in courses taught by - ■ 
traditional means. The technology employed in course delivery was not ^ 



cons-idered to be impersonal by the 'majority of the participants. The 

site monitors' hi^h ratings at each site indicate the vital role the . 

■ ■ ' • ■ ' ■ 
monitor* plays;. This personal role may have counteracte'd any^personalrtess 

due to the use of technology. The difficulty in obtaining\this information 

by any other means was also indicated-by the m^ority of the parttcipants. 

The course appears successful in presenting interesting ideas which • 
could practically.be applied ih the classroom. The high ratings indicated 
that the participants planned to implement thair knowledge in the classroom. 

The technical functiorving and reliability of the equipment during 
delivery was r£ported. Acceptable audio and video signals were received 
the majority of time. No great amount of variation was found iq s^'gnal 
strength throughout, all sessio^s<~^N?^roehtc^ occurred: during session • .' 
six-due to a lack of^^cheduled air "time with NASA. The program was ,v 
brqadca^it. along With the seminar during session seven. Session 13 consisted 
of a videotape as well as a, seminar which allowed session 14 to be used 

for the examination only. ^ , < 

* ■.. ■■>.■- 

other evaluation questions were I'investi gated by detailed session by 
session evaluations of the implementation of the course. This 
jrijl^nnation was reported^ to the project personnel and the content , ' 
developers to remediate any problems. 

Based on the Fall delivery feedback, the course* was revised for 
delivery in the Spring. The revisions appeared to be well accepted and 
successful in imple^mentation. These revisions had consisted of 
mpdifying the a^ncillary materials, site monitors! guide, , and a written ^ 
practicum; The sepinar format 'was revised to include a short break, 

film^lips arid phone patches to stimulate questions and'participation. 

' . . * • ft « • 

Future course revision -foj^eminars indicate* "that most participants 
would prefer the seminar sessicjns to address pontent-related Issues, 
in- greater depth. Participants also Indic^^ed that the content and 



interaction should complement the course contenf and nqt introduce new 

. ■ • ^ - *" "* 

points of view^ The participants indicated that a clearer explanation of 

• • • • . • . . *« 

■> - *• 

^course content during ^he seminars wasr preferable to the assignment of 
a^dditional reading material^ The use of more short film clips for 

stimulatioa of questions and better technical quality for live phone 

»» • ' . 

patches would increase the student sense of participation in tt>e seminars*. 



37 



r 



APPENDrCES 



1 



V 



ERIC 



48 



; ■ . ■ - .-1. • . 

AppQlachi.-in Erlucation So tellita Program 
Rt'sourco Coordinating Center 
Evaluation Comfx>nent • 
Bradley Hall, University of Kentucky 
l^xington/ Kentucky 40506 

OOTBIIJED 'bACKGROUTJD AND ATTITUDE QUESTIONNMJRE FOR TYIIC #56 ^ 

■ This' CTjostionna ire is diviriod. into 2 parts. Ilie first oart-asV^ fn»- «™ 
toward teaching handicapped' chi J drcn. Please answer as truthfully arSslible 



5 intw »«rf 

^ 000© 

0C( 



0 ) 




Tf ST 



i" fj"^ •'i"' ''i^ fi) 



©(»:'• 



5."!<'i/00(i' 



Do r*0T //ong 

.IN 7M»S SPACF 

* O I II ni IV 

«o oooo 



0 (£j (?) (£KpF®0^ 

00<b©a"0'^0'5: 

(L' 0 0 0 (.*) {5; ri . 
^1 0(?^ (!) c*; •>'»; '•..-.i, 

? 0 0' 0 .0 : » *■ » 

00 f!)0 (•;.!,■»•••« 

V ■■('5: f»'ro)fo> fii; 



! sof H^o 

I 6 



columns 1-6 fill in 560591 

In columns 7-10 fill in your 
four-digie'student nunber 



or i^u'^^l^^^'j^^^ to nvark tho ans^vor shoehV- do not use a pen 

oi l>nlJ-j.icint. If you chonoo your nund or nvike a rrjstai-.r, be sure that ^-nu 

DO not nv^o nny oU^er nv.rks on t],e an^-o?^sh^t. ^gS'with 

i^n^/^n Th/^^ "^.u - "^"^ ^'^"^ "'-^^ "^^^ °" the op-scan sheefl^res- 
ponds to tJie xtcm on the questionnaire': '-witei* 
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priiincd Badc«jroiffif.l and AttitucJc Quest i.oi inn ire for TyilC 



pag« 2 



1. Se* 



1. Male ^ • • 

2. Female - ' ' 

» ■ , - 

2. Description of cormunity in vhich you teach (or work in sore other area in 
. education) 



1. " Rural 

2. Suburban 

3. Urban 



^ ^Sr.l^T ^"^^"^^ • ^^^^^ those listed 

iS^^^^^ °f w,^^- ^ appropriate option on the Of^Scan Sheet and leave 

V???/^"^ . -"^-^i^^ If you are a Head St£t teacher you will 

rark 3 (1) and leave item 4 blank oti your ansv.'er sheet) . ' 

■ > • 

!♦ Head Start teacher * . ' 

2. Other preschool teacher 

3- Kindergsurt^ teaciier ' . * 

4 . - rienentary* stiiool teacher 
5^ Secondary sdx»l teacher 

4 • 1 . Sfxxrial education or resource rocqj. teacher 

2. School administrator 

3. Student 

4. college Professor ^ 

5. Other ' . , 



0r 



5. Choose the grade range that closely approximate^ the* grades^ you vaork with. 



i'. ' Pre-school 

2. k 

3. 1 - .3 

-4. 4-6 - 
5 . Secondary 

6. V-t)rR e>5«rience in teaching 

1. 1 y^ar or less 

2. 2 - '4 years 
^ 3. 5 - 8 years 
P . 4. 9-15 iSears 

5. 16 year s^; or jfpre 

7. Last degree ca ; ^ let;od 

\ 1. High ScIkoI Diplcma 
2. Baccalaureate 
"J., raster's 

4. Spe4:^ist 

5. Doctoratfe . 
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OiTbintTl Ittck<jrouncl nnl Ahtitiitlo Uiofstumiiniro. for IVIKJ ixicjo 3 

~J • ' ~~ = ~ 

8* . number of courses corpletecl in special odiication 




or more 

'9. am registered for this course for 
/I. • Undergrcsduatc creciit 

2. Graduate credit • 
3* Audit * 

10*7 Do i-ou currently have a child mainstreaned in y6ur classrocri? 

/ - , ■ 

/ 1. yes - 

/ 2. - no 

/ 3. I an not currently teaching . ' 

/ 4. I am not a regviar classroom tead^er 

11. Kow did you hear about tliis course? 

, 1 . ^Froni a f ri^^ - ^ ' , 

2 • !)ctice cr flyer at schcx?! * 

rJ^'.-/o£>3{jer ' * 

5. Other - 

12. Please check the sbaternent which nost closely reflects your attitudes axxi/or 
- e>perience with handicapped people. 

1. I am'aweire of their n^eds-^nd have'wrkcd actively to iirprove education 

of the h£mdicappGd 

2. I 'am awcure of thoir needs, but have not had the opportunity to work- with 
^ handicapped people 

3. ,This is a atopic '.vliich I have not had much opportunity to consider 

4. I an somewhat fearful and uncertain of working with handicapped pec^le 

5. I have great pity for the oonditipn of most handicapped people 

13. ^The level of public awareness of the needs of handicapped people in ny 
''conrnunity is: ' 

1. veri' higJi, an Active effort is made to meet their needs in the public 
schools / 

2. high, ah understanding of the needs of the handicapped 'is apparent 

3. neutral , most ore not av;are of tlie proljlen 

4. IchJ, little effort is made meet their needs through the public 
•scJyoox system 

5.. very low, there is active resistance to meetino the needs of the 
haixJicar^D^ throuah thte public schools 



14. rioaso choch tho nbatosTrijit uliich mr^sL closely identifies yoxxr perception of- . 
>^the degree to v/hi^h your local !?clraol 'systen v;ill v-ork toward the irnpjjsrnen- 
taticn of rvainstxcaning^ providing special children with a free and appro-, 
priate education with other children in' the pcbl'ic schools, • • ' ^ . 

1) rny. conrranity viil uork to initiate ner.>; innovative progr^tms to fully 
noet the needs of handicapped individuals - • . 

• • ' * ► • 

2) ny ccfr:rT7»init>' v;ill ruke diajigos to rrainstream handicapf)cd children through 
prc^vidincj sonc instruction geaxed to their needs, 'but will not be able 
to iftf)leTTient very inno><at>ve types of prograirs 

3) rr/ oormunity v*ill v-ofk. to mainstream handicapped children, but will • 
probably not be able to provide additional services to teachers to 
meet tJie special needs of the hondicafped 

4) rry ccrr:?juiicjr-*w%'ould prefer not to v/ork bbicard meeting the needs of 
handicapped people in the p^ublic schools 

. ' . • • " . N ' 

Please check tlie ^^x^tc:vrs\t v-iii^:h most closely reflects the current level of . 
irrplementation of mains treating in your local schools. 

1) handicapped children are rrainstreamcd in regular classrooms for academic 
and non-academic work 

2) hardicapT-/ed chil<^Jron are miinstreomod for iK)n-academic activities 
(lunch, choir, extracurricular activities) ' ' 

- 3) plans are being made to miiinstream haixlicapped*^ children 

4) no plans have been made Cor tJie iirplcmentation of PL 94-142 

5) I am unavv-are of the status of mainstreaming .in the loca^^cchools 




For Cable Vic^v'crs only ' ^ 



16. ;:-liat were yo'u: reasons for taJiing this course -via cable ratlier^thon in a 
group getting? (you can meirk more than one option) . 

1) Transportation ^ " ' 

2) Child core 

3) Parking ^-c^ • ^ . / 

^) Conv^enior.ce of s^/iying at hcrv? • ' ' * - 

5) OtJier (please specify on a separate piece of paper) 



■ ■ • I- 
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Oort>inotJ[ nadctjround and Altitude <^»cstiorui4ire for lYUC . |->acjo 5" 
• • • • ■ > 

For oac^ of Uk> follcTvcinq statcainnts nvxi.k : • 

1 If you Lr'^ny J y^^r CO with the sLatcnont 1 

2 - If you ^rx3or^^oly^5KJree ■ ' • , ^ 

3 - If'i'oa feel nculxay * • ' ^ 
' ' 4 If >x)u TTTod^xately disagree 

5 - Tf /.-ou rtronalv clis-irrrro , * , • 

17. SpejDch and language stijnulafcion activities nay be iricorpoiratied in nost 
of '.the curricular a^p^s. 

ib. *I laving a twidicapixKi child in the classrocn tcikes too much time away from 
the other children. j ■ 

19. The r^r?cch therapist should have sd^^ responsibility for identifyinig 
potential cormunication disorders. 

20. Resource personnel are responsible for tJxjJ^andicapped child's' main 
acadenic program. , / - ' • - 

21. The most effective way to carry^ out a^lassrocm speech and language 
' stimulation program is throuqh" a cpc^rerative effort involving the cIms- 

roocn teacher and speech pathologisj:. 

22. Most handicoj ctiilrlrcn require too much individualization to be placed 
in the regxiLar classroom. . * ^ , : 

23. Tlie presence of parents in the classrorxn constitutes a disruption of 
the teacher's regularly scheduled teachLng activiti<?s- 

/i4. Teaching teclniques nr'rf to 1x2 selected on. the. basis of the child's 
individual' characteristics and needs. • . » 

25. Through use of b^vivioral objectives' the teacher is assurfei whether or not 
ti^e student has mastered fhe material. . ^ ^ . 

26. Pogar:Ue.7S of v'!r>v o teachor might do to try to change the attitudes of 
parents v.iio are a'^-vnthetic about their -child ' s educational program the 
teachier's efforts will have little or no affect on tb^ parental. 

27»^ Obsen/atio:i of rj^rcch and Innguc^qo doveJof Jti^nt is a technical skill which 
is the sole responsibility of tlie speech pathologist. 



Technique:^ used i n to-achi nq 'iho linndic<^j pcd chijd are so specj-alized that 
tJ-ie. regular clasoroon tcaclic^r .cannot use than wiJLh the rest ot the cl^ss. 



28. 



29- Tb si'r^;e mos»: of ^-♦:ive]y .ns rrx3ols for cr:)nmOr^i cat ions skill development, 
•teachers should use on af;proach l^fn^j>cn developnental milestones. 

Parent in^^olvoment programs require too much time to plan and irpleqent. 

31. TSsk analysis rc^puros too much .tiro uijcn on^ considers- the student's 
result£int <Pducntion^iL gains frcin tliis approach. . ' ' 

32. TJ-o re'4^aiar clc^^r^^x^ tcnr:^rr rlould >pover only tliose curricular areas 
not dealt with 'by the sj^ecial educator- 

o\ • " . ■ 

RJ C rtr} i v j fti 3a 1 i 7a t i on mnans thnt ^Jle teacher wjrks one-to-one with a child. 



Ccrtoincrl DiickgrotffKl ^antl Attitude Quosti'miairc Cor'lYllC r P^'^c ^ 



31. T<->5;V r^'^nlysis Hi5; little or no alLncl on tliG stuclont's .ability to jnaster 
, an cbjectiv<>. 



35l A hindTCci :{>?cl c!j vU3 is tcx) special to liavc his cducationar needs met in 
the regular clar^^rcrTi. ^ ^ . 



teaching. 



3C» TT'c arrangcsnent bf the pjhysical faivironmcnt has nothing to do with good 

. . ■ • ■• ■'' ^- i ' . r- 

37-. Resource personnel are not ijTporta#t in the educational prograrmdng of 
* nainstreared handicapped^ child. * , ' 



al f»nv 



^8. A^speech and langxjage stimtilartion program is too technical in nature to 
be carried out by a classrapn teachea:. 

39. The kna^ledtje of Icur^age aind speecli acquisition is an area/of study vtiich 
should be reserved for speech pathologist only. / ^ ^ 

* • - • • • . , . . 

40. Thie parent can provide vaduable input into the developcnent of h^s child/ s 
educational program* 

^ r . 

41. Some children arfe just bom "bad" and shouldn't be included in ^re^ar 
- classroom. . . . * * 

42. A child who is h\T>?ractive cannot learn to sit quietly; however the child 
may outgrow his hyperactivity. ^ 

43. ^ It is j;Tportant to detonxdne ^vhetlw^^.or not a child is "emotionally 

disturbed" before involving the child in routine classroom activities. 

44. rXurLn'g playtime children should/ be left alone to allcw them ^ to develop 
socially at their own pace- ( ' ' t 

45. For a child v;ho is overly aggressive it is important to just help the 
child overcoTTV? liis aggression before helping him to develop appropriate 
social responses: " ' . * 



" • • Appalachian education Satellitp Project 

/ -^^sotirce Coordinat i no Center 

. .^02 Bradley-Han < University- of ICentncky 
Lcxingtonj Kentucky 40500 

FILfl-VIOEO.MIX-AfJClLLARY EVALUATIOfi IflSTRUMEflT (TYHC) S6^ 

This instrument is designed to assess your reaction to today's class s 

of the course and suggest improvenents. - 1 14; ei recti veness 

Int^tll c2L?^^V!! ^P-Scan^onn titled "General Purpose Answer Sheet." Fill 
out the Sp^ial Codes *nd Student Fiuntei* boxes as follows: • 



session, 
th t^e 



I ? 



* ' nuT'ber 



in c-olumns 1-4 fill in 6105 
in columns 5-6 fill in the session 



in columns 7-10 "f in in your four- 
digit student number 



• 



scft-lcad ( 2) pencil to mark Lhr r.nsv.or shoot do not usp a pen or • 
bariroint. If yo.i ch^nqe your rind or nako a nistake, be sure that you erase 
comptetely- Do not nakc any other marks on the answer sheet 
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T. Pnlc the anibunt of n>»c you 4ecl should have br.^ devoted to the dfscussitn 
of issues ar>d/or rationale of the unit. 

1) nuch niore tine. - * • 

2) ' sott^cwhut jt^jre tnc . ^ 

3) coverone ,was a'i<»'4uate a. 
6) soirevihoi 'less tin»e - 
5) much J ess tiwc 

* . ■ ' " * ' ' ' ■' ^ ^ . 

2. Rate the anouat of tirre you feel should have been devoted To the explanation 

of the application of techniques in the program. 

^- <• ^ . ■ ^ 

>)* hucH norc? ti!^e V 

2] soj'iwhrit nore ti»-i'j^ . • * y 
5) < •covorc^^c v^is adfju.ite - ' . . ^ 

4; sarev/hat lc'>s tine 

5} nuch Jess time ' ^ 

' *. • • 

3. Pr^te thp amount tine you fer»l shoaVd' have hccn devoted to the examines of 
the actual applicotion of the techniques in the classroom. 

1 ) fnucT rcre tine ' ' ' 

2) ^orcv/hat viore ti^ • " 

0) covora<je v.Mn ddrT^iuate* • ' ^ . • . ' " 
^} sonwhat Tecs tin^c ' 

T)) ruch less ttinc - ^ . • * , 

4. The pace of the program should be: 

1 ) nucn slower 

2) sotTieuhat sIcv.'ot . • \ • 
T) paco v;a:; so^.i (3Ctory ' . . . 
^} sci'-ev/h'it faster 

nuch faster / . 

5. What effect do you Lhinir the information contained in the proqram will-have 
CM your teachitvj? _ # . • * 

* • * 

1) has little or no rfilevonco forme in ny teaching, situation- ^ 
' 2) wjuld like to usa hut probably v/pn' t. be Able. to 

3) ^ v;ou1d like Lo use but don't understand enough • 
. ^) plan to uso 

5) d]red(iy kncv/ or usiny 

. . ' • . ^ 

6. r.ijact to the ^'oll«;.;inM st<jtt.i;ie}it : The nrdteriaJ. pirescnted in the program was 
relevant to the objf^ctives of this unit. ^ * ^-'^ 



1) ::tronqly' oqr'.o 

^) roderately agree 

3) neutral 

) f-oderately dis^dn? ee 

5) stornoly disa^^ree 
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7. In genera^, the clarity of the picture on the TV set was: 

1) excel lokj , ' ,. 

2) very good 
- 3) good 

fair . ■ 
5) poor ' " . . « 

In general , the quality af -the sound from the -TV set was: 

A) excellent ^ ^ - • 

2) very .good ' • 

" ^ • 3) good^ 

. 4) fair ■ - . , • . \. , 

5) poor * - 

" • '■ 

» ■ . -" ' ' 

9- Vfere there annoying distractions in the rioom vyhile you were watching the 
television program? • - . 

"?) often • C"^. • '-"^ , ' . 

2) sometimes 

3} seldom' ' ' . * ' - y 

4) . never • . . * ^ 

For items 10-13^ rate the aspect of the pfogram for vEs value, in^ heliring you 
understand the overall content of the course using'the ^^ol lowing scale: 



1 = excellent 
5 = potDr^"^^^ 



10. -Drscussion of issues and/or r^tfonale for unit. v n> • *^ 

1\. Classroon scenes v/ith narrator "denser i hi ng the application of technique*. 

12: Classroom scenos^of teache^> wo^i^, with students' (no voice dv* narration) 
Remonstrating t^^ ^li^ • \, 

13. 'OVerall evaluation o€<programi^ . ' ^ 

If, you hav^specifjc commer>ts or^suggestidns'-re^^ the filmed pwrtfons ^ 

J lodjty's 'session, please write your connents on the attaaied paoe. 
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TrR. M: Anci llary Acti vi tics ' ^ 

14. llov/ much .tine did you spend y/orki^ on the oncillary activities during class? 

i ) 30 minutos or less J? • 

.2) 45 minutes . ^ . • . 

3) 60 minutes . 

*1) nimrtes * 

5) two hours or more . ' ^ 

^ ■ * <* ■ . 

15. The ancillary activities should have covered: 

1) - n-uch Moro rn^.crinl ^ 

2) ''>nn;(?v;!i»i t norc rnaloria? m - . - 

3) rrntoricil coVr?ro.d v/as adcqunte 

' 4) ^ 5on-ev;irot -los^ f'Mtorial 

^}) -nuch less Material ' * % 

it- 



16. 



The In-class discussions would have been more effective if: 



T) A participant was assiynrd to lend the discus^iorT each evening, 
c) The objoctivt?s of the discussions were more cloArly defined in the 
oncillary iratcrials.. . / \ 

^ ^) '"5'hG discvr^sions v/crc r.iore- opr>n-endod*rin;J les^s rigidly defined. '\ 
^0 ^Participants did not r^tray 'from the^ \" * 

S) Other -- Please cgi.imcnt on attachcdBpeet ^ / V 

F«ate questions 17-25 at^ordjrr^^ to the fol lowi ng scale: ' i 

1T\ strongly anr^e 

O \ • r ^ _i . . ' ^ 



2) rnqderatcly a^jrco ,^ • . • 

3) , no opinion or n(;utrdV , . 

roder^^itely disanree ' ^ ' . # 

5) stt^onqly di^anrre ' . . 



I/- Instructions foK'thp ancillary activities v;ere clear. 

. "jif . . " - , , *■ ^ - 

18. Ancillary activit?^GS were relevant to the unit. ;* ; ' 

19. ^ ^ime jaTl ov/ed for cojtiij lotion of aiKi IJaryv activi tics was adequate, 

20. ReardiWg n^irterui?; ass^^^^^ class py-epac.it4on .wa^alseful " • 

Z-1. The ancillary octivities qave me many ideas to use" in my ^assroorv.. > • 

-■■ - ■ V ... ■ • ■ * ■ • * 

^ZZ. Group (jTscussions were meaningful and dealt \nth important issuer . / .- .. 

23. The sit| nwnitor .served an effective discuss^ion. l^aitfer^^i^^^^^^^^ 

24. The study guides i| foday ' s anc.i 1 1 ary>5aterials were. uScfirl " - ♦ .•P. " 



^ 



No 
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25. ^understand how I should iirocecd on the 'practicum assiqnments< at this stage- 
of the course. , ^ 

26, What is. your.ovcraH evaluation of today's ancillary activities? 

1 ) excel 1 en tV , • 

2) very gooc(j^ 

3) good. ■ . . 
fair . ^ 

5) poor . - . ' ' 

27., Which of the ffncillary a'ctivitieSL associated with this uait was most beneficial 
to you? \ ) . 

1 ) Headinqs ^ .; ' ^ ' , 

2) Group discuss iorv ' , " \ ♦ . . 
2h Study quidcs ' . 4_ . . 
^) Practicum assignment 
5) Other 



If- you. have additional, comments' please naV.e them on the attacM^'paoe 
J/^^««;,|t off aad hand it in to ^he site monitor. / 



Jihank'.you. 



r 



0^ 



JLF/sb/V2r22-77, \ 

ERjC ^ V / : - 
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Appalachian Education Satellite Project 

Resource Coordinating Center 
302 Bradley Hall , -University of Kentucky 
Lexington, Kentucky 40506 



PREPARED MEDIA-ANCILLARY EVALUATION INSTRUMENT (TYHC) #62 

This instrument is designed to assess your reaction to today's class session. 
Pairt l is concerned v/ith the taped TV program; Part II is concerned- with the 
associated ancillary activities. ' * 

Please -ensv/er as truthfully as possible. Your ansv/ers are confidential and 
do not affect your grgde in the course^.but help us to assess the effectiveness 
of the course and suggest improvements. gflj^ 

Be sure you have an Op-Scan fom titled "General Purpose Answer Sheet." Fill 
out the Special C^des and Student Number boxes as follows: 




\ 



in columns 1-4 fill in 6205 



' in column? 5-6 fiH in the session numbe 

V in columns 7-10 fill in your four-diglx 
■ student jpumber - * 



1 » 



I 



! V. 



I- 



• ■ ■ 

n , . , . 




Use a soft-lead (#2) pencil to mark* the answer sheet do not use a pen 
jDr ballpoint. If you change your mind or maffe a mistake, be sure that you 
erase completely- Do no^nake any other marks on the answer sheet. 
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* 



ffective If: 



Part I: TV Progran: Propared-fledia 

1. The film clip portion of the program would have been more o 

1) It had gone into greater depth on the issues. 

2) It had addressed issues more relevant to the classroom. 

3) The quality of the film had been better. < " • 
41 It was more relevant to the objectives of this course. 

.5) TH6 film clips were fine. - . 

2. Which of the following might have made the host/i nstructor jnore acceptable? 

(If the presenter was acceptable, mark option four.) 

1) if he/she spoke more clearly * ' . 

2) if he/she were concerned more with the Content o^ the film. 

3) if he/she spoke in a more natural manner^ 
^ -4) he/she was quite acceptable 

3. In the panel discussion I^fa^ most satls^fied with the fact that: 

1) The discussion v^s interesting and eVsy to follow. 

2) The issues they/tJts^sed v/ere relevant t-o the course. 

3) . The paneJki^emSe^s pre^ntfed.a go%d bayfnce of views. 

^) The issues discussed weW relevant to/me as a teacher. - 

5) All of the aboveV // * \ y ' 

4. The panel discuss^ion )fiou}jrha^f^en more effective if: ■ ^ * 

The central issues olf the discussion had beG# ;clearer. \ • > 

2) Their discussion had) better addressed the subject of the film cTips- 

3) Their discussion had gone, jn to greater depth, on the issues. • 
Their opinions had ^Heflcc ted more diverse viewpoints. . ^ 

, .5) I was satisfied witbVthe' discussion^. 

5- T-he of the p'rogram^ouid be: 

1) r'uph slower 

2) sonewKat s+( 

3) pace was. sati sfactory 



<» 



sonewha|F faster 



5) much fitter 

. -i,. \ - " • ■ ■■ . . 

6. In general, the clarity of -the picture on the TV set was 



1) excellent • , . 

2) very good ' . , . 
S) good- • .. . ' V: 

•i) fair ^ - . - • . 7^ C 

5) poor - ^ ' ' S . 

■ . - • 

7. In general, the quffl-ity of the sound ^rowr the TV set was:. 

>• • - . . • • _ 

1) excellent * , . • » ' , . _ - 

- 2) very qood . * • - • * ; ^ -» 

^ O 3) good^' . . - : ' ' . . . ' 

ERIC ^) f^ir . / rro • ^ - 

5). '.'p.por-;:' ■ • ■ . • 
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8. Were there annoying distraction's in the room while you were* watching the 
television program? 

1) often 

2) sometimes ^ 

3) sfeldom 

4) never 

■Of 

,9. V/hat effect do you think the Information contained in th^ program will have 
on your teaching? 

•1), has little or no relevance for me in ny teaching situation 

2) v/ould like to u5e but probably won't be able'to ^ 

3) would like to use bi^t don't understand enough 
A) plan to use . 

5) already know or am using 

for items 10-12^^ rate the portion of the program' for ijts value in helping you 
-understand the overall content .of the course using th*ef^l lowing scale: 

1 = excellent ' > " ' 

2 ' very good 

3 = cjood ^ 

^ 4 = fair • ^ * ' ^ 

* - 5 = poor ' * 

10. FiTm clipr^ortions of program 

n. Panel discussions - 
'12. Overall evaluation of' program 

Part II: Ancillary Activities ... • ' \ ^ 

13- Uov; much tine did you spend working on the"^ncillary activities during^ class? 

i 1) ' ?0 ninutf^s or le^s 

•?) ^5^ r.tin\?tPS.' • 

3) GO ipiftut pr> r 

1) CO ninutos 

5) tv/o hours or more - 

14- The ancillary activities sHOuld have covered; 

^ . ^ ' 1) rr.uch rioro rviterial ^ 

2) son:wfrot norc material 
— 3) rratcflcial. c<:vercd v/as adequate 

4) - ^o^evihat loss^material 
51 much- less material 
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15. The in-class discussions v/oi/ld 'wive been more effective if: 

, 1 A participant w« nssiq^cMi^o • Icid the dUcussion each cvrninn. 
c) The ohjectivps of the discussions w*re more clearly defined in 

anci llary iMteriols . ^ T' 

3) The disciifvsioris unrn more op^n-cnded and less rigidlV defined. 
^) rarticipant', did not stray fKom the subject matter soVuch. 
■>) Other PI e^e comment on attached sheet I 

Rata questions 16-21 according" to the following scale: 

1) Stronqly '^qrno ' , ' 

2) niodera tol^' S3r)rr?e 

3r) no opinion or neutral 

rclor^Ttely di<;,T-ii-ee -. * 

r>) strontily disaqrpf^ * - ' 



the 



16^. 
.17. 
18. 

19. 

20. 
'21. 
•22. 

23- 

24. 



Instructions for thp ancillary activities v.-ore clear-. 
Ancillary activities wore relevant to the unit. ' 
Time allowed fcrr completion of ancillary aet'ivi.ties was adequate. 
Reading nmtcrinl assigned for class preparation was us<?ful 
The ancillary octivi ties gave me 5nany ideas to use in my classrdon. 
r,rcup discussions tore medfiingfurand dealt with important issues. 
Th^-.site monitor served as an effective- discussi«trT^ader in group discussions. 
The.-Study gui<S;s in today's ancillary materials wore usefu].^ ^ ' 
."^flf ^*'''"''^'^'''^^ Should -proceed on the practicum assignments at this staqe 



course- 



^ 25. ^4HW^is your ovorall evaluation of today's anci 11 ary acti vi ties? 

1 ) excel 1 ent 

Z) verj/ good 

C> rjood . ' ^ 

5) poor . ' ' ' . V " 



26. 



IJhich of the ancillary aptivi ties associated wi th 0iis unit was most beneficial 
to voi;?' . . . * ' 



1 ) He^'Ji DOS • . 

. ?,) Group discussion 

?) -;Study nijido<^ ^ , ' . " . 

^) rracticvm assiqnmcat • 
4 5) OWli^ . ■ ^ . f • ^ 

If you have 'i^Hitional contiients please nvike_ them tfp/the a^^tached page. 
*0 it off and han^d if in to the site monitor. ^ jT ■ ^ 
ERslCk you-^. • , r * 




Tear off this page. and turn in to your instructor/ 



Pn votf h'?ve a nrajo- concern cr'prphl^m concerning too course ?it this timr*? 



What aspects of the course are yoo finding most satisfying now? 



Least satisfying? 



AppnLKhlAn Iduof iori S'ltrll He fVoqraiu 

Rcsotircp CooMllnatinq Center 
302 r.radlcv Hair, UnivprsUy cf Kentucky 
Lexington, I'entucky 405C6. 

SEriiriARlvALUAtlON (TYHC) #63 ' 



Il^I^I v"^ questions are dcslnged to assess your reactions to today's 
rtlf^l J^T are confidential and do not Effect your grade in the 

cour^e.but they d^iassists us in improving future seminar del.iveries. 

Be' sure yo'u have an Op-Scan form titled "General Purpose Answer ShAPf " Fm 
(^the special Codes and Student Number boxes as follows: 



5 



T 



In columns 1-4 fill in 6305 

in co-lumns S-6 fill in the session number 

in columns 7-10 fill in your four-digit 
student number 



9 Q . • «j fj O ' j 



o^hfi? -'I^ ri*^^ ^^"^'^ ^° "^^^^ -^^^ ^"sver sheet - do not use a pen 
or taiipoint. If you change your mind or rrake a mistake, be sure that vou 
erase coppletely. Do. not make- any oth:er marks on the answer shelt! ^ 

iti ' ■ ■■ ' • ■ 
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1. '.hich onq of the iollowlnn v/ould have n^de today*s seminar nnre effective? 
(If the seninar (ftrtfcipants were fine, mark option four) ^ 

1) the moderator answering the questions himself without guests 

2) norcf diversity of viev^ points 

2) more discussion among the panelists 
4) the sefninar participants were fine 

2* The ansvrers to the questions could have been more valuable if there had been: 

1) less discussion of theoretical aspects of the question 

2) more frequent use of specific classroom examples 

3) more direct ansv/ers to the questions 

4) • less repetition in the guests ansv/ers 

5) v;as very satisfied with the answer^ I heard 

3. The seminar moderator could' haN^e been- more effective If he/she had: 

1) pleyed a rore active intervievMng role 

2) Drovldcd sunrary stat'e^^ents occasionally 

2y kept the seminar moving at a faster pace so mone questions. could be answered • 

4) encouraged rrore discussion concerning- controversial Issues among panelists 

5) the moderator was acceptable as Is 

4. The pace-of the sentnar should be: „ . • ^ 

1 ) ruch. slower . . . . " / 

2) somewhat slower V 

3) the pace was .satisfactory 
^) soir'exvhat faster 

5) much faster 

5. React to the follov/ing statements The seminar provided me with Information 
91 could practically apply In the classroom: 

1 ) strongly agree 

2) moderately agree 
^ 3) neutral 

A) roderately disagree ^ 
5) strongly, disagree 

6. IJere there annoying distractions In the room while -you were watching the 
telev1s;ion program? ' ^ 

1) often ' - 

2) sor-etines . - • ' ^ , 

3) seldom ^ ' " , 
A) never ' ' 

7. Did the participants at-your site use the break in the seminar to write question? 



1) yes 
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8. r^^ct to the follov'ini stri tenant: Tlic brrak in the 5iem1ndr was usefrtl in / 
rrovidirg time to consider the issues addressed and discuss then with othtr 
participants: 

D' strongly agree 

2) moderately agree 

3) neutral 

w) n^oderatcly disagree 

5) strongly di sagree - 

9. Have part.icipants at your site subni tt^ qi/estions at the coir^pletion of each 
session for the coining seminar? 

1) yes 

2) no- , ^ 

3) sonetines^X 

.10. - Kpw rrfny questions have you personally subrritted for this seriinar? (This 
JncTudes questions submitted. at the completion of each session and during 
the seninar) 

-* 

■ . 1) 0 

• 3) 2-3 

4) 4-5 

5) Old not subfT.it any for this seninar but have for others 

11. '.-^ a question from your site answered by the panel tonight? % 

1) yes , 

2) no 

3) sometines . . • 

12. React to ,J:he following statementc The serinar fnput by . telephone haok-up 
increased the sense of personal interaction at our site: ' 

1) strongly agree * 

2) moderately agree 

3) neutral 

^) moderately disagree ' 

5) strongly disagree > ' \' 

Rate the follov:ing aspects of the program for their acceptabiH-t^ c1arHy» and 
utility using the following scale: • ^ 

^1 = excellent . 

2 = very good w ^ 

3U « nood 

= fair . .^^'^ / - i 

5 = poor • . ; 

J3. First part of seninar (before break) 

14.. Last part of seniinar^jt»fT5i^^eak) 

15. Overall evaluation of seminar 

' Pp9p you .have anj'.'add^tional coments or suggestions cone owning the seminar, please 
£!ML fte than W the attached sheet of oaoer. ^s: 



Tear off this paqe and turn In to your instructor. 



Conments on SeminiV: 



• 



V 
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Appnl.'ichlnn t .«Uic.illon .S.itcllJtc rrogrnm 

Hcsourcc Ccxuxlinntln^S Center * 
302 MrocJIcy llnil/ University of Koyitucky 
. Lexington, Kentucky 40506 • . ' 

SUMMAHY EVALUATION AND ATI HUDl- QUliSTlONNAIRE 
/ , • (TYHC)#64 

« 

The purpose of tirfs instrument is'to assess your ovcrnll reaction to die course' 
you liave just completed. Your responses are confidential nnd do not affect your 
gfade in the course Ixit tficy do assist us in improving future seminar deUveries. 

Be sure you have an Op-Scan form titled "General Purpose Answer Sheet, " I'ili 
out tlie Special Codes and Student Number Ijoxes as follows: 

■ • '■ '.,'■'*■' . '• . ■ * ■ 

r • • » 

CHCS in columns 1-6 fill in 6405M 

• # ■ " ' - -. — — . . 

' . ■ in coiumns 7^10 litl in your four-digit 

. ' • . . . * I Student numlMJr 



t : 



^Uf;c a soft-lend (<f2) pencil to mark the ans\yer sliect --.do not use a pen or 
ballpoint* If you change your mind or nidce a* mistake, be sure that you erase 
coir^letely. Do not .make any othex marks on the answer sheet. # 

Fate the following six items according to tlx; quantit\' of useful information you 
.received from* each as compared with a traditional in strutter- taught course. 
Use the following seal?? to rate fclies<5 items: ^' 

' *■ ■ ■ ■ . ■ 

1 = elxcellent - received a lot more from the activity than you usually obtain 

. fronri similar acftivities In a t6acher preparation course. 

2 = very good - received a littic mbre^itrom die activity ' 

3 = good • - rccqived about die sairie amount from the activity 
. ' -4 - iAir -■ received soime^hat less 

5 « poor - received a lot less information from the activity 



1. Pic-proi-rnin prtv >»^»H'^n conipnrcxl to work u.su;illy nsslgncci in other classes 
ptior to coveting niatcrlal in cInHR. . * . ^ 



2. Televlsetl, ^icrnctlve seminars compared to otJier scmljiars and class discussions. 

3. Ancillary activities compared to'clajjs activities associated with otiicr courses. '': 

4. The vldcx)tnpcd I'V programs compared to lectures usually associated -wilt h 
Odier courses. ' 

5. Pracdcum assignnito^ compared to similar activities in other courses,, 

6. The site monitor as^B|Kcctlve course leddcr.# 

Ple;>se react to i?ems 7-21 using tijc following scale: * • 

■ - - - ' * 

1 - Strongly ngrce . ■ ' ^ . 

2 = -Modcrntely agree ' ' . 

3 - Ncurrnl . ' • . • • 
, 4 = Moder.iicly disagree . ^ , • 

5 = Strongly disagree ■ ^ • ' ' 

7. I, did not feci that the t.cclmology employed in Uic delivery of tliis course made 
it an Impers^pal experience. . 

'8. It would have been very difficult for me to get the information that was provided 
ifr thi« course In any -other way, 

9. The course presented mnny Interesting ideas and tccliniques for practical 
application in the classroom. 

10. The study guides were useful to«H>eil» reviewing the content and preparing . 

for exams. v _ ^ 

fl. Thcpracticum assignment was benefei^ In allowing me how to apply what I had 
learned in the classroom. ^ ' 

12. I he group discussions helped cldrifyJcontent issues and hear othtir .points of view. 

13. Talking \uith mid listening to otlier students in the classroom is necessary *for 
learning to ctcur. > ^ 

14. Class discussion takes too much time away from the fostpjctor. 

15. Knowing what other students in class are doing makes me wapt tp try hardex*. 



f 

I 



17. Uaaring a teacher, oii tdevision is i^kp liavii^ a priviitb-wor. 
iSli^^laving a«s'a<5lier on television is too ifnpersk)nail ti3 Ixj'-n^^ 



19. I teet that taking a class liHe this on tele vision helj^l me- under starid the 
. . -materiajs betcter. * • - . 

20. Tlie teacher spent too much ti,me giving directions. 

If you took the course by cable in yoor hom<?, please aifewer the following question 
Using. tliie Strongly agree to Strongly disagree-sc'ale presented above. 




21. My partner never seemed to want to discuss at tfie same time i did. I wocjp* 

rathex have the name and number of everybody *! the class instead of one partner. 

\-w ■ ■ ' ■ :'" ■ ' ■ - 

. Rate the asf)^ts' of the course listed in it^ms<22-28 according to the degree to. - ^ 
which thev^ete useful and informative to you. Use the following scale to rate 
these itefns: ■ - " - ■ - " ' 

1 = excellent ' ■ - '. 

2 = very good v - . ' , 

3 = good / . . 

. • ^ ^ ^'liJf" ■ . •> ' ' : * . . " 

' . 5 = poor c . . • 

-22. Film-vi^eo TV programs - . 

23. Prepared. media TV programs . 

• ■ ' ^ .■ ' ■■ ■ : 

24. Interactive seminars ' . ' ' 

$f_ '■ - -. ' . ■ . ' . . . 

2d. Reading'assignments . - « ' 

26. ' Study guides, ' * ■ . ^- • .. ; .. 

' ' ...-■*'*/ . ' ■ ' J' 

27. Group discussions . ^ ^ • • 
'28. Practicum activities outside of class . 

■■■ - . • ' . • ■• ■ .' ■ ■ •' - ■' . . ' - -..r ■ ■■ 

29. AVfiichoflKe following statements best reflects yOur attitude toward the content 
6f' serai nafs?' ^ ^ ' ' . ^ . r - 

I) Procedur-al issues (grading, .etc. ) sliouW be addressed in the first seminar ' 
^2) Each 'seminar should take a short time at the )Deginning for the host-instruetor 
to ariswer procedural qeestion-s. . •. • , 

■3) Seminars should address content-related issues wljich are' pausing problems. 

4) Semlfiars should ad'dress content-related topics as they doiiow, the site 
, monitor should hand.le procedural problems. ' 
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30. Wliich of the following Vseminnl- format.^ woukl vou find most bcneficiaP 

.1) An ijiformjl discussion by the panel addressing issues rais^in particinants' 
> .questions.^ ^ i^ctma 

:2) The cQarseinstriictoj alone giving brief, direct answers to participants' 
questions. . . ^ 

35 The panel giving brief. 'direcuanswersto'participants' questions - 
^ -The panel giving expanded answers with examples ofiTeir experiences.. • 

31. . Which of the following t>pes of interaction tb you prefer in the seminar? 
1) Panelists, clarifying. content previously covered in the course 

' • 11 PaneUsts providing supplenrientary information buiiaing on previous content. : 
. 3). Combination of I and 2. .. 

• -4) Panelistspresenting different points of view in a debate type format 
. o) Combinacionof 1, 2, and:4. "^-v 

^ W " ' '■^ ■ • ■ 

32. , What effect do you tliink information containeg^ thl?^ourse will have on 

your teaching? ' ' 

1) has little or no relevance for "me in my teaching situation 

. 2>. would like to use but.probably won't be able to " ' 

. 3) would like to use but don't understand enough 
' 4) plan to use ' J ' 

• 5) already know Or am using Jtr ' 

" ■ ■ ' ' . . ^ / , ■ . ■ ^ ' .. 

For C^ble. viewers only r ' " . • ' \ ■ 

' ' " : ■ ' ' 

33. Please indicate your feelings concerning calUng into the studio durine the 
programs to ask. a question. ■ * . - 
1) y^ing the phone to call ia questions Qr respq^d to the teacher was hinrd 

-because my phone and TV. set are in differeht rooms. 
oJII^I"''^ ^'''P^" becaus^Ocouldn't think of an important enough question." ' 

• 3L I didn t call in because I^elt we shbuld be listening to the teacher, -not to 
each other. ' ' , ' " . . . " •. . • 

4) I called.in several times because 1 felt die teacher wanted us to share ideas 
with each other. ■ ^ * ■ / j 






On the .attached sheet of paper please list the txvo activities that were most helpful 
to ^ou and the nvo .that were least helpful. Please be specific, i. e. . Ust a particular ' 
ancillary activity assignment, reading, tq^dd program,, of seminar, tekr off 
this sheet and hand it in to your feite monitor' - * 
■ . i ' '' ■ ' ' ' ■ 



Er|c , ' ■ . . ' ■'■ . : 76 . ^ 



• 'IP ' .... ... 

Summary I- valu*ntiun-iu»(> Attkadc f^ucstioti^^^^^^^^ ' pngc 5 

. Z^- . , ■.- ^ ' • --^ 

Far each of tlic following statGnients mark:. 

■■*' 1 = H you stiTongly- ngrce with the statemient 
■ 2 i= If 'j'^ou modgratciy agree 
' 3 = If you feel neutraL . . • - I 7 

4 = If yoii mbclerately disagree 

5 = If you strongly disagree - . . • ' ■ • 



' 34. Speech and language stimulation actiVities niay be irtsorporated in most of 
the curricular areas^ 

35. Having a handicapped child«ih the clq§;5r6om takes. too' much time awav from 
other children. " , 

36. The speech, therapist should hav^ sole responsibility for identifying potential 
communication disorders. • . 

37. Resource personnel are responsible for the handicapped child's rriain academic 
program. • - • ^ . 

♦ ' • ■■ . ' ■ ' . ■ * ■ ■ ■ " 

38. The most effective way to carry- out a classroom speech — 
* stimulation program is through a cooperative effort involving th^B classroom 

.■ , teacher ^and speech pathologist. » - ^ ; 

39. Most handicapped chil'drert re<|uire too much-iridividualization to be placed in' 
the Tegular classroom. : - > . . • 

--^ ■ - ■■■■ ■" ■ . . ■ ■ • ■ ■ :~ : ■ • ■: .■ 

40. The<4)resence of parents in tiie classroom cdT3stitutes a disruption of the 
teacher* s regularly sclieduled teaching activities. 

■ ' '"^ '"v.. - . r" . . ■ ' ^ ■ • ■ '- j ■ ■■ 

41. yTeaching tecliniques need to be selected oa the. basis of the child' s individ{ial - 
- ^ characteristics and needs. . . ' ' , 

lll^e sruJfent has mastered the mgft'erial. 

43. Regardless of what a teacher might do to try to chsmge tlie attitudes of 

parents \yho are apatlictic about tlieir child's educational program the - 
teacher's efforts will have little or no affect on the parents." 



44. Observation of ^?peech and language development is a technical skill - 

' wluch is the sole resi^onsibiUty of the speech patfiologi^t.^^ • ." 

45. - Techniques used rn teacfiing the handicapped child are so specialized that ' 

thy egular classroom teacher -eannot iise them witli the resf of the. class. 

46. To serve most .effectively as models for communications %kill development, 
teachers should use aif approach based on developmental milestones^ 

J'irent involvement programs require too much time:.jo plan. and implement. 
ERXC ' / ■. . . - 
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48. Tast ajialysis -requires too much time wjien one considers tlie 
' ' student's resultant educational gains from thi§ approach. 

49. The regular classroom teacher* sliould cover oply tliose'curricular 
' areas not dealt with by the special educator. . 

5Cf. Individualization means that the teacher works ofte'-torone with a child: 

5L Task analysis has-little or no affi^ct on the student' s ability to master 
objective. \ / - ^ 

r 52/ A handica^ed ctiild is too special to have his educational needs iriet in the 
regular classrooro. ' ^ - . ' . , 



53. The arrangement of the physical environment has notMng to do with good teaching. 

54. ; Resource personnel are not important^in the educational prpgramnriing of 

; , 4^ mainstieamed handicap ' ^ 

55. A speech and language stimulation "tTrograrn is too teclinical in nature to be 
, . / carried dut by a cla&^oom teacHeir. \ / , 

^ 56. The. knowledge' of language and speech acquisition is an area of stiidy which 

' ' ' should be, reserved for speech pathologist only. ' , 

57. The pai'ent can provide valuable input into the ^development of his ehildls ^ 

- \ educational prb^ram. . ^ . - . - - 

58. / Some children are just bom "bad" and shouldn't be included in a'reguldr 

classroonru ' ' ' - , 

59. A cWld who is hyperactive cannot learn to sit quietly,, however the child may 
outgrow liis hyperactivity. — ' 

' ^ • •"''^ . ■ . ' ■ ' ^ \ ■ 

60. It is important to determine whetlier or not a cliild is "emotionally disturbed" 
before involving tlie child in routine classroom aqEi^ities. . : / 

• ' . * 

' 61. During playtime children Should be left alone to xtllow them to develop socially 
' at tlieir own pace. . " ■ ' . . 



62. Fox a child who is overly aggressive it is inipoi-tant to just Irelp tlife child 
overcome his a^ression.beforelifelping tiim to develop appropriate social 
responses; ^ ' . / 



. g:ommi-:nts 



Two activities that were most helpful: 



r.. 



Two that were least helpful: 



Other Comments: 



JWease tear- tliis sh^et -off and Itand it^in to yourifistruotor., 



ERIC 
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' EQUrPMErr^ REp6rT and student satisfaction POWI (T-YHG) #66 ; 

; ' • ■• - * ■ • . "■ ■ ' . ' ■ * , ■ ■' ..' ■ 

' t>rogram # ■ ^ " . Site # ' ' ■ bate • ' . '-^ 

Local Time: starting" ■ eViding . . 

IT; you, have; any equifrfrcnt problems, please describe them on the bacR. If the 
.problem, involves the TV ,VTR, teletype, phone line, or caWe syst^, please ' 
complete the AESP Trouble Log. - - • - 

HP ieceiver signal strength > Azimuth reading ' - . 

£T4evati on reading . . * 

■Please circle the a ppropriate' response using the criteria outlined in the Site 
|gordinator's Manual: Remember to use the correct sequence in columns one and 
two as described in. the manual. 

Audio Signal - \ - Audio Signal ' Video Signal * 

. TV Audio VftF . TV Vid-et) - 

1 i / - 1 1 

2-2 2 2 2 2 

.3 3 . S3 3 . .3. 3 



go go 

no go , no go 



4 4 

5 5 

go . 

no go 



tisfaction^wi1 



Rate your perception of. students' satisfactioni'with the following activitift«; in 

today's 'class" : * < 

Taped Program . Live Seminar . ARcillarv Activities ^ 

excellent ^^excellent" ^. excellent 

u very godd ' very g^d . very good 

good . _:_ gO^d - good " 

_ fair ; . , • ' __ faiy ' . fair^ ; - 

poor . - -•• - poor- "Jl^^. poor 



.f.,' Equipment Report arfd Studenf satisfaction Form (XYilC)" #66V P^^e 

• ' -thrstlldentsr^"^^^ the ancnia*if^tivUi.eVun^erstandable to ypu>4i^ 

. "* . » defintjeiy yes; no^problenis Veire eTtwuntered ^ 

somewhat; a fev/ minor procedur^problems • ^ 

■ . ■ ■ ■• . ■ * • ■* • ■ ' • ' 

definiteTy no; was confu^* on oven ancillary activities 

v/ere unable to^complete ancillary activities ' 
Please coinrnerjt 9n problems eiicbiintered: 



the^tudeSts?"^"^^^ '^°"'!^^M"g /?vaTuation instruments clear to 'you and 

• : " > ' : ■ - . ■ 
definitely yes; no problems encountered ' , ' •/ 

somewhat; a few minor procedural problems . ' ' 

definitely no"; was" confusion over instruments. ' . • 

. * ■ 

participants were unable to conplete instruments " '' ' . 

Please comment on problems encoynteVed: ' . . 



For Seminar Days only - 

1. How many questions were sent in from your site? 

2. Did you transmit questions, ind.iv.idwalTy as they were generated " ' or in 
groups ■^.? (Check appropriate/category) ; If questions were grouped, what 
was the usual humber of questions . in a. group?. . , ' 

For Ancillary Sites: ... ' . ^ . 

3.. How many , times were you j'nterrupted. by a busy signal when 'attempting to 
transmit questions to the main site? ' • 

4. .How lon^.dld at take to transmit the qoestions to the main site? 



' On the back of this page wr^ite the reactions and suggestions made by the students 

about today Vs. act ivi^^ies. Include any suggestions, special problems,, or requests 
^' that you might have. . ' ' 

ERJC - , He • ' 
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Name: 



Appalachian Education Satellite Program 
Resource Coord InatinfKtenter 
Evaluation Conpon'Sht \ 
302 Bradley Hall, t'Mversfty. of Kentucky 
. . Lexington,- Ken tuclcy 4050&r 



SUririATIVE 1?EP0RT VoRf^ (TYHC)^#i7 

■ ■ . ft . . ' * ^ 

. ^ Site: • 



ft 



RaT:e the^oVerall quality of the fojlowing aitivities. in 
Use the- following 5-point scale; .'. T 



each 0^ the .'four categories. 



1 - excellent in that categfory 
• 2 > ..v9airy*good ' 

3 - good ' , 

4 - -fair 

5 - poor 



Place a number In each box. 



■ \ 



• * • 


Overall 
Rating 


Content 


^ Quality 
of Pre- 
sentation 


Student 
Reaction 


J?ela.t1on to 
other Unit ^ 
Activities 


Filn-VidGO Miy 










^ 



Conment on your ratings and suggest improvements in the materials-and procedures 
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Rating 


Content 
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••Reaction 
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other Unit 
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Consneftt on your ratings and suggest rmprovemerits " i n the materials .and proced 
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OveraJl 
Rating 


Content 


Quality 
of Pre- 
sentation 


Student 
RAartion 


Relation to 
other Unit 
♦Ar ^i vifi o< 




Televis,e<i S&ina^5 








i ■ 

\ * ' 
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; Coonent on your ratings suggest improVeraents in the materia lis ^nd procedure 
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. Overall' 
' Rating 


Content 


.Quality 
^ of Pre- 
sentation 


student 
Reaction 


Relation^^b 
other Unit 
Activities 


4. 


Ancillary^ Activities 




• 









Comment on your ratings and suggest improvements in the materials and procedures. 



J 



V. 



ERIC , 

™8f/mt/T2/2T/77 



